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GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS REPEAL BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [5.04 pm]: The report by Mothers Are Demystifying Genetic 
Engineering Australia Incorporated entitled “Fed Up with FSANZ” contains an article by Elizabeth Farrelly 
headed “We are being denied the ability to choose GM-free food.” It states — 

“nanoparticles, GM or BPA, all of which could be in your baby’s banana custard and you’d never 
know.” ...“Essentially, the government’s take on what passes your lips, and mine, is “trust us.” 
But can we?” 
The FSANZ website says there are mandatory labelling requirements for GM food. Most people 
reading this would assume all GM-derived food is labelled. In fact there are almost no GM labels on 
food. This is despite the Australian Food and Grocery Council saying, if all ingredients derived from 
GM needed labelling, nearly every processed food on the shelves would have one. 
The lack of GM labelling means the public is being misled and cannot make informed choices 
about GM food purchases. The annual Swinburne National Technology and Society Monitor 
repeatedly shows the public has low levels of comfort about GM crops and animals.— 

That takes us to what we are talking about which is the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003. The 
article continues — 

The 2011 “Labelling Logic” food labeling review noted “the genetic engineering of food gave rise to 
more submissions and more comments in consultation than any other single issue.”° 
GM crops are refined into sugars, starches, oils and other ingredients used in processed food. FSANZ 
asserts these refined ingredients do not contain GM DNA or protein and therefore, according to 
standard 1.5.2, do not need to be labelled. These ingredients do contain traces of GM DNA and protein 
and tests are constantly improving the ability to detect GM material. 
GM crops are also fed to animals but the dairy, meat, eggs, fish and honey from these animals escape 
labeling. This is despite GM DNA being found in the muscles and organs of animals eating 
GM material. Research has also found “that there can be a residual difference in animals or 
animal-products as a result of exposure to GM feed...” 
GM contamination “unintentionally present” at less than 1% does not require labelling. This has 
resulted in inaction from FSANZ after an infant formula tested positive to GM contamination. 
GM flavours at less than 1%, processing aids and additives and food from restaurants, cafes and 
takeaway outlets are also unlabelled. 
FSANZ has conducted only one pilot study into the labelling laws in 2003. 

That is when we passed the original bill and created the act to be repealed in the bill before us. The article 
continues — 

22% of tested samples had GM DNA. None had labels. 
In contrast a New Zealand maker of soy sausages was prosecuted for labelling its sausages “non-GM” 
as they had 0.0088% GM present. The company pleaded guilty rather than face a legal bill of $63,000. 
It appears that food producers wishing to provide customers with GM-free produce are harshly 
punished for accidental contamination. In contrast foods detected as containing GM are allowed to 
escape labelling. This is entirely contrary to the public’s desire for GM labelling. 
The Public Health Association of Australia’s … GM policy calls for a comprehensive monitoring and 
surveillance system to track the effects of GM foods. They want a labelling system where consumers 
can easily identify foods containing ingredients originating from GM organisms and from animals fed 
GM feed. 
The Australian Medical Association’s … submission to the “Labelling Logic” review called for full 
process-based labeling of GM foods similar to that of the EU. They also called for a monitoring 
system so doctors can report if they think a patient may have had a reaction to a GM food. 

Further, there is some evidence that GM crops can outcross with other species. In an expert report prepared by 
Dr Christopher Preston from the University of Adelaide for the Supreme Court of Australia, the following 
observation was made — 
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Canola can cross pollinate and share genetic material with other canola crops, black, white and oriental 
mustard, radish vegetables and with Brassica rapa and Brassica oleracea vegetable crops, such as 
cauliflower, broccoli, Brussels sprouts, cabbage, swede and turnips … 

The research cited is Salisbury 2002, “Gene flow between Brassica napus and other Brassicaceae species”—gee, 
I wish I had done science!—and “Report PAS 0201, Institute of Land and Food Resources, University of 
Melbourne”. It continues — 

If any of these crops are grown at Eagle Rest, there is a probability that crossing between the volunteer 
canola and these crops would occur, provided they flowered at the same time as the volunteer canola. 

I have with me the report that Dr Preston made to the Supreme Court of Western Australia, if anybody wants to 
look at it in more detail. Concerningly, it seems that GM canola may be able to outcross with many common 
vegetables. 
The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act has not hindered the ability of Western Australian farmers to 
grow GM crops since exemptions were granted in 2009 for GM cotton and in 2010 for GM canola. These two 
crops are the only GM crops grown in Australia. The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act allows the 
state Parliament to perform a gatekeeper function. It means that there must be proper public debate before any 
new gene technologies are introduced into our environment. New GM technologies are being developed all the 
time, and it is impossible to predict what GM crops the future holds. It is in all our interests for mechanisms to 
be in place to enable the implications of these new technologies to be examined before allowing broad access to 
the growing of these new crops—that is, allowing the case-by-case assessment advocated for by the 
World Health Organization—because should, for example, a new crop such as GM wheat be considered for 
growth in Western Australia, the Parliament would then have the opportunity to consider the research and public 
opinion, and debate the implications of its introduction to this state. 
I now want to list the international and Australian companies that have a no-GM-wheat policy. We do not have 
such a policy, and there is no mechanism to have such a policy. If we lose the GM Crops Free Areas Act that we 
have now, and if the Gene Technology Regulator at the federal level decides to permit GM wheat to be grown in 
Australia, it basically can be grown anywhere in Western Australia. That is what we are debating today. The 
point I am making is that other people around the world have put a prohibition on the growing of GM wheat. 
Many companies that operate in Western Australia have a private policy excluding all GM ingredients. Aldi, for 
example, does not stock any products that are labelled as containing GM ingredients. Over 260 Aldi stores are 
currently operating across Australia. An Aldi store will soon be opening in the south metro region. Those 
companies are Bakers Delight, Brasserie Bread, Campbell Arnott’s, Coles, General Mills, Laucke Flour Mills, 
Menora Foods, Metcash–IGA, Sanitarium, San Remo, and Woolworths. All those companies are saying no to 
GM wheat. That is all very well and good for the companies that have made those decisions. That is clearly 
because consumers have led them to that decision. However, this state Parliament has no jurisdiction in that 
matter, and, if companies choose to do otherwise, they can. Many companies stock products that contain 
GM ingredients, but they are not labelled. 
The conclusion in the “No Appetite for Australian GM Wheat” report was — 

Evidence from across the globe shows there is a high risk that GM wheat will contaminate conventional 
and organic wheat varieties if Australia introduces GM wheat on a commercial scale. Contamination 
can occur at any point from seed to spoon via cross-pollination, misreading of labels or mistakes in 
handling, illegal planting, use of machinery without careful cleaning, spillages, or lack of effective 
segregation. 
The GrainGrowers’ report states wheat importers in South East Asia, North Asia, Middle East and 
Europe will not buy GM wheat now or in the foreseeable future. About 80% of Australian wheat is 
exported to these geographic areas. It accounted for $4.87 billion of the Australian wheat market value 
from 2010 to 2011. 
The GrainGrowers’ report also states clearly that the domestic and feed millers do not believe 
Australian consumers would accept GM wheat in the foreseeable future. 
These findings are in line with a significant number of rejection letters from major food companies in 
Australia, Malaysia, Japan, Indonesia and Italy, released for the first time in this report. The world 
wants Australian wheat to stay GM free. 
The implications of GM contamination on the global competitiveness of Australian wheat warrant 
a rigorous risk assessment. GM wheat commercialisation poses an unacceptable threat to a $7.5 billion 
industry. Given the risks to tax payers, wheat farmers and the food industry, any plan to commercialise 
GM wheat in Australia should be revoked. 
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The recommendations in that report were — 
That Australian governments must create a secure future for Australian wheat by adopting and 
implementing policies to: 
• ban open area GM in wheat field trials as they may contaminate conventional and organic wheat 

supplies; 
• reject commercial cultivation of GM wheat; and 
• support Australia’s cutting-edge research on sustainable farming systems. 

The premise of our position on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act is that this remains an 
opportunity for us to reflect on any proposal to grow GM crops in Western Australia. It is fair to say that the 
federal government will be examining that at the Gene Technology Regulator level. However, the question is 
whether Western Australia, with its unique circumstances, will be able to take on board the views of consumers, 
and also of farmers who want to protect organic and non-conventional farming and prevent the potential 
contamination of other crops. 
As well as uncertainty about the impacts of genetically modified crops themselves, there are concerns that the 
use of these crops promotes the unfettered use of pesticides such as Roundup. I outlined at the beginning of my 
remarks that I had six arguments to make. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Seven. Don’t you short-change us! I want seven arguments! 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you very much. I do appreciate that! In that sense, I have arguments 6 and 7 to 
go, and this is argument 5, so those members who are listening can track where I am in my intended remarks. 

I want to make a point on which I think we all agree. We all agree that we want less chemical use in our 
environment, not only for the impact on soils and on air pollution, but also for the safety of the people who work 
on the land, to ensure that when they are using chemicals, they are not exposed to levels that cause them to 
develop disease. I am arguing that we should have a careful examination of the extra chemical usage that is 
required when GM crops are grown, which is contrary to the claims of the GM industry that it is using fewer 
chemicals. 
In my remarks in the continuing argument, I will lay out just a few arguments—I will not go through all the 
evidence—to back up that view. As members know, because the Greens were part of creating the original gate 
through the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act, it is very important for us to carefully examine all the 
reasons we believe that the gate should stay in place. In my view, repealing the Genetically Modified Crops Free 
Areas Act is completely at odds with the zeitgeist of the moment. There is an ever-increasing awareness and 
concern about exactly where our food comes from and whether it is safe for our families to eat. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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